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INFORMATION/BACKGROUND

Project Description & Background

Hunt Associates is requesting redevelopment of three lots, 5109-5125 West 49"
Street. (See property location on pages A1-A10.) The applicant is proposing to
tear down the existing two apartments and single family home on the site (10
units total) and build a new 17-unit attached housing development. (See narrative
and plans on pages A13-A45.) The subject properties total 1.43 acres in size;
therefore, the proposed density of the project would be 12 units per acre.

The existing property is zoned PRD-2, Planned Residential District-2, which
allows residential building containing six or fewer dwelling units. The existing
apartments contain four and five units each. The applicant is seeking a rezoning
of the property to PUD, Planned Unit Development. The site is guided LDAR,
Low Density Attached Residential (4-8 units per acre), therefore, a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to MDR, Medium Density Residential would be
required to allow a density of 5-12 units per acre. The applicant narrative
indicates why they believe that a PUD rezoning is justified for this proposed
development.

In order to obtain to approvals for the above mentioned project, the épplicant
must go through a two-step process.

The first step in the process is to obtain the following approvals:

1. A Comprehensive Plan Amendment from LDAR, Low Density Attached
Residential (4-8 units per acre) to MDR, Medium Density Residential (5-12
units per acre). This requires a four-fifths vote of the City Council for
approval. '

2. Preliminary Rezoning from PRD-2, to PUD, Planned Unit Development;
~and ‘

3. Preliminary Development Plan.




If the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Preliminary Rezoning and Preliminary
Development Plan are approved by the City Council, the following is required for
the second step:

1. Final Development Plan and Final Rezoning to PUD.
2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment establishing the PUD.

The Planning Commission considered the following sketch plan proposals for this
site:

e On March 28, 2012, the applicant presented a sketch plan for a six-story,
sixty-foot tall, 98-unit senior housing building. The density proposed was
71 units per acre. (See minutes from the Planning Commission discussion
on pages A53-A57.)

e OnJune 27, 2012, the applicant presented a sketch plan for a four-story,
forty four-foot tall, 60-unit senior housing building. The density proposed
was 43 units per acre. (See minutes from the Planning Commission
discussion on pages A58-A61.)

The consensus of the Planning Commission for both of those proposals was that
the development proposed was too much for the site.

The Planning Commission and City Council considered a sketch similar to the
proposed project last fall. (See the sketch plans on pages A11-A12; and the
minutes from those meetings on pages A46—A52.) The applicant has attempted
to address the issues raised by the Planning Commission and City Council.
Some of the changes include:

» Reducing the density from High Density Residential to Medium Density
Residential by eliminating one unit.
» Reducing the height from four stories to three.

There was a lot of discussion by both the Planning Commission and City Council
regarding the number of units on this site. While the general belief was that
medium density may be appropriate for the site, however, many suggested a
greater reduction in the number of units; and providing more open area or green
space on the site. The applicant however, has indicated that they may not be
able to make the project work financially by further reducing the number of units.




SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Surrounding Land Uses

Northerly: Single- family homes; zoned R-1, Single Dwelling Unit District and
guided low density residential.

Easterly:  Single- family homes; zoned R-1, Single Dwelling Unit District and
guided low density residential.

Southerly: Vernon Avenue.

Westerly: Railroad tracks and the Holiday Gas Station; Zoned and guided
for Commercial use.

Existing Site Features

The subject property is 1.43 acres in size, is relatively flat and contains a
single-family home and two townhome buildings containing nine dwelling
units between the two. (See pages A3-A6.)

Planning

Guide Plan designation: LDAR, Low Density Attached Residential (4-8
units per acre)
Zoning: PRD-2, Planned Residential District-2

Access/Site Circulation

Access to the site would be from 49™ Street West on the north side of the site.
This neighborhood is relatively isolated; there is only one roadway access
point to the surrounding street system. That access is from Brookside
Avenue, up to Interlachen Boulevard. (See page A2.) A public pedestrian
connection would be made from the sidewalk on 49" Street through the site
on the west lot line to Vernon Avenue, which would provide a Pedestrian
Connection from this neighborhood to the GrandView area. (See pages A34-
A35.)

Traffic Study

Wenck and Associates conducted a traffic study, which concludes that the
surrounding roadways could support the additional seven units that are
proposed to be added, and no improvements are needed at adjacent
intersections to accommodate the proposed project. (See the attached study
dated February 4, 2012 on pages A62-A96.)




Landscaping

Based on the perimeter of the site, the applicant is required to have 25 over
story trees and a full complement of under story shrubs. The applicant is
proposing 61 over story trees. They would include a mixture of Maple,
Juniper, Spruce, Oak and Linden. (See pages A34-A35.) A full complement
of understory landscaping is proposed around the buildings. Final
Landscaping would be more closely reviewed with the Final Development
Plan.

Grading/Drainage/Utilities

The city engineer has reviewed the proposed plans and found them to be
generally acceptable subject to the comments and conditions outlined on the
attached page A97. A Developer’'s Agreement would be required for the
construction of the proposed sidewalks, utilities and any other public
improvements. Any approvals of this project would be subject to review and
approval of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, as they are the City’s
review authority over the grading of the site. A more detailed review would be
done at Final Development Plan.

Building/Building Material

The applicant is proposing the townhomes to be made of painted fiber
cement, architectural cast stone and stained wood panels. (See pages A26-
A30.) The buildings would have flat roofs with patios on the top that would
contain a rectangular deck.

Density

The proposal is to develop 17 units on this 1.43 acre parcel. The proposed
density would be 12 units per acre would be on the high end of the medium
density residential range. However, there are already 10 units on this site,
which is located on a minor arterial roadway (Vernon Avenue). Higher
densities are often located on arterial roadways. Medium Density residential
is often used to buffer low density residential development from commercial
areas or major roadways. The proposed land use arrangement would
accomplish that.

Preliminary Plat

The applicant is also requesting a Preliminary Plat to create separate lots for
each of the proposed units. (See the plat on pages A31-A32.)




Park Dedication

Per Minnesota State Statute 462.353, Subd. 4(a) and Section 810.13 of the
City Code, the applicant is required to dedicate land for public use as parks,
playgrounds, recreation facilities, trails, or public open space.

Per Section 810.13. Subd. 5 of the City Code, the fees in lieu of land
dedication is $5,000 per dwelling unit. The development would create 7 new
dwelling units; therefore $35,000 would be required for park dedication at the
time of release of the final plat.

The fee would be paid prior to the City’s release of the signed final plat mylars
or subdivision approval for recording with Hennepin County.

Future Project Expansion

The proposed plans have been designed so that the proposed project could
be extended to east. The internal driveway could be extended if needed. (See

page A35.)

Planned Unit Development (PUD)

Per Section 850.04. Subd. 4 D provides the following regulations for a PUD:

1.

Purpose and Intent. The purpose of the PUD District is to provide
comprehensive procedures and standards intended to allow
more creativity and flexibility in site plan design than would be
possible under a conventional zoning district. The decision to
zone property to PUD is a public policy decision for the City
Council to make in its legislative capacity. The purpose and
intent of a PUD is to include most or all of the following:

a.

provide for the establishment of PUD (planned unit
development) zoning districts in appropriate settings and
situations to create or maintain a development pattern that is
consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan;

promote a more creative and efficient approach to land use
within the City, while at the same time protecting and
promoting the health, safety, comfort, aesthetics, economic
viability, and general welfare of the City;

provide for variations to the strict application of the land use
regulations in order to improve site design and operation,
while at the same time incorporate design elements that




exceed the City's standards to offset the effect of any
variations. Desired design elements may include: sustainable
design, greater utilization of new technologies in building
design, special construction materials, landscaping, lighting,
stormwater management, pedestrian priented design, and
podium height at a street or transition to residential
neighborhoods, parks or other sensitive uses;

d. ensure high quality of design and design compatible with
surrounding land uses, including both existing and planned;

e. maintain or improve the efficiency of public streets and
utilities;

f. preserve and enhance site characteristics including natural
features, wetland protection, trees, open space, scenic
views, and screening;

g. allow for mixing of land uses within a development;

h. encourage a variety of housing types including affordable
housing; and

i. ensure the establishment of appropriate transitions between
differing land uses.

The proposal would meet the pufpose and intent of the PUD, as most of
the above criteria would be met.

The proposal would create a more efficient and creative use of the
property. Currently the site does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today it is
clearly the back of the site, and contains mature trees. The proposed site
plan turns and faces Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story townhomes.
(See pages A28-A29.) The plan also provides for a public sidewalk
through the site from 49" to Vemon, that would connect, not only this
development, but the entire area to the north to the GrandView District.
Extensive landscaping is proposed around the perimeter of the site and
adjacent to the proposed townhomes. The number of over story trees is
over double the number required by City Code. The mature trees along
Vernon Avenue would be preserved.

The transition of land uses is appropriate. Higher densities are often
located on arterial roadways. Medium Density residential is often used to
buffer low density residential development from commercial areas or
major roadways. The proposed land use arrangement with the proposed
development on Vernon Avenue, would buffer the low density residential




area to the north from Vernon Avenue and the Commercial development
to the south. Proposed parking areas and garages are internal to the site,
and would not be not visible from 49" street or Vemon Avenue.

2. Applicability/Criteria

a.

Uses. All permitted uses, permitted accessory uses,
conditional uses, and uses allowed by administrative permit
contained in the various zoning districts defined in Section
850 of this Title shall be treated as potentially allowable uses
within a PUD district, provided they would be allowable on
the site under the Comprehensive Plan. Property currently
zoned R-1, R-2 and PRD-1 shall not be eligible for a PUD.

The proposed use, townhomes containing six or fewer uses, is a permitted
use in the existing zoning PRD-2 Zoning District.

b. Eligibility Standards. To be eligible for a PUD district, all

development should be in compliance with the following:

i. where the site of a proposed PUD is designated for more
than one (1) land use in the Comprehensive Plan, the City
may require that the PUD include all the land uses so
designated or such combination of the designated uses
as the City Council shall deem appropriate to achieve the
purposes of this ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan;

The site is guided in the Comprehensive Plan for “Low Density
Attached Residential - LDAR,” which allows 4-8 units per acre. The
proposed plan would require a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to
allow a density of 5-12 units per acre. Under the current zoning, a
maximum of 11 units would be allowed on the site; 10 exist today.
The proposal for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment would allow
six additional units on the site.

ii. any PUD which involves a single land use type or
housing type may be permitted provided that it is
otherwise consistent with the objectives of this
ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan;

This project would be for a single land use; however, as stated
above is consistent with some of the objectives of the PUD
Ordinance.

iii. permitted densities may be specifically stated in the
appropriate planned development designation and shall




be in general conformance with the Comprehensive Plan;
and

The proposed density requires an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan. If the Plan is amended it would allow a
maximum of 17 units on this site, as it is on the high end of the
density range for medium density development.

iv. the setback regulation, building coverage and floor area
ratio of the most closely related conventional zoning
district shall be considered presumptively appropriate,
but may be departed from to accomplish the purpose and
intent described in #1 above.

The following page shows a compliance table demonstrating how
the proposed new building would comply with the underlying PRD-2
Zoning Ordinance Standards. Should the City decide to rezone this
site to PUD, the proposed setbacks, height of the building and
number of parking stalls would become the standards for the lots.
Please note that a few City Standards are not met under
conventional zoning. However, by relaxing these standards, the
purpose and intent, as described in #1 above would be met.

The site layout would be improved by engaging Vernon Avenue
and providing a public pedestrian connection to Vernon Avenue
and the GrandView District.

The design of the buildings would be of painted fiber cement,
architectural cast stone and stained wood panels (See pages A26—
A30.)




Compliance Table

_ City Standard Proposed
. __(PRD-2) ..
Front — 49" Street 30 feet 25 feet*
Front — Vernon 30 feet 16 feet*
Side — East 30 feet 15 feet*
Side — West 30 feet 20 feet*

Building Height

2-1/2 stories or

30 feet, whichever is

less

2 stories & 32 feet

Building Coverage

25%

25.5%*

Density

8 units per acre (11

units)

12 units per acre* (17 units)

Parking Stalls

2 enclosed spaces
per unit

2 enclosed spaces per unit

*Variances would be required Under the PRD-2 Regulations

PRIMARY ISSUES/STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Primary Issues

¢ Is Medium Density development reasonable for this site?

Yes. Staff believes the proposed density is reasonable for the following reasons:

1. The transition of land uses is appropriate. The townhome proposal would
provide a nice transition of land uses between the single-family homes to
the north, to Vernon Avenue and the GrandView commercial district to the
south. The proposed townhome development would serve as a buffer; with

a row of six townhomes facing 49" Street.

2. The proposal would be a vast improvement over the current two existing
apartment buildings and single-family home on the site.

3. Parking areas and garages are internal to the site, and not visible from 49th
street or Vernon Avenue.

4. The proposed two/three story buildings are generally consistent with
existing height in the area.




The proposed project would meet the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:

a. Increase pedestrian and bicycling opportunities and connections
between neighborhoods, and with other communities, to improve
transportation infrastructure and reduce dependence on the car.

b. Locate and orient buildings to fit with their existing and/or planned
context by framing and complementing adjacent streets, parks and
open spaces.

c. Locate and orient vehicle parking, vehicular access, service areas and

utilities to minimize their visual impact on the property and on
adjacent/surrounding properties, without compromising the safety and
attractiveness of adjacent streets, parks, and open spaces.

d. Regulate scale, massing, and height to provide complémentary
transitions to adjacent sites and nearby neighborhoods and areas.

e. Encourage infill/redevelopment opportunities that optimize use of city

infrastructure and that complement area, neighborhood, and/or corridor

context and character.
The existing roadways would support the project. Wenck and Associates
conducted a traffic impact study, and concluded that the proposed

development could be supported by the existing roads. (See pages A62—
A96.)

Is the PUD Zoning District appropriate for the site?

Yes. Staff believes that the PUD is appropriate for the site. As highlighted

above on pages 5-8, the proposal meets the City’s criteria for PUD zoning. In

summary the PUD zoning would:

1. Create a more efficient and creative use of the property. Currently the site
does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today Vernon is clearly the back of the

site, and contains mature trees. The proposed site plan turns and faces

Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story townhomes. (See pages A26-A27.)

2. Provide internal parking. Parking areas and garages are internal to the
site, and not visible from 49" street or Vernon Avenue.

3. Enhance pedestrian connections. The plan provides for a public sidewalk
through the site from 49" to Vernon, that would connect, not only this
development, but the entire area to the north to the GrandView District.




4. Enhance landscaping. Extensive landscaping is proposed around the
perimeter of the site and adjacent to the proposed townhomes. The
number of over story trees is over double the number required by City
Code. The mature trees along Vernon Avenue would be preserved.

5. Ensure that the buildings proposed would be the only building built on the
site, unless an amendment to the PUD is approved by City Council.

Staff Recommendation
Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Recommend that the City Council approve the request for a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment from LDAR, Low Density Attached Residential (4-8 units per acre) to
MDR, Medium Density Residential (5-12 units per acre) for the subject property.

Approvalis subject to the following findings:

1. The subject property is a transition area, and serves as a buffer from single-
family homes to the north to Vernon Avenue and the GrandView
Commercial area to the south.

2. The proposal would be an improvement over the current two existing
apartment buildings and single-family home (10 units) on the site. Seven
townhomes would face 49" Street and eight townhomes would face Vernon
Avenue with the garages and drive aisle internal to the site.

3. The proposed two/three story buildings are generally consistent with
existing height in the area.

4. The existing roadways would support the project. Wenck and Associates
conducted a traffic impact study, and concluded that the proposed
development could be supported by the existing roads.

5. The proposed project would meet the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:

a. Increase pedestrian and bicycling opportunities and connections
between neighborhoods, and with other communities, to improve
transportation infrastructure and reduce dependence on the car.

b. Locate and orient buildings to fit with their existing and/or planned

context by framing and complementing adjacent streets, parks and open
spaces.
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c. Locate and orient vehicle parking, vehicular access, service areas and
utilities to minimize their visual impact on the property and on
adjacent/surrounding properties, without compromising the safety and
attractiveness of adjacent streets, parks, and open spaces.

d. Regulate scale, massing, and height to provide complementary
transitions to adjacent sites and nearby neighborhoods and areas.

e. Encourage infill/redevelopment opportunities that optimize use of city
infrastructure and that complement area, neighborhood, and/or corridor
context and character.

Preliminary Rezoning to PUD & Preliminary Development Plan

Recommend that the City Council approve the Preliminary Rezoning from PRD-
2, Planned Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit Development District and
Preliminary Development Plan to build 17 new townhomes on the subject 1.43
acre parcel.

Approval is subject to the following findings:

1. The proposal would create a more efficient and creative use of the
property. Currently the site does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today it is
clearly the back of the site, and contains mature trees. The proposed site
plan turns and faces Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story townhomes.

2. Parking areas and garages are internal to the site, and not visible from
49" street or Vernon Avenue.

3. The project would enhance pedestrian connections. The plan provides for
a public sidewalk through the site from 49" to Vernon, that would connect,
not only this development, but the entire area to the north to the
GrandView District.

4. Landscaping would be enhanced. Extensive Landscaping is proposed
around the perimeter of the site and adjacent to the proposed townhomes.
The number of over story trees is over double the number required by City
Code. The mature trees along Vernon Avenue would be preserved.
Approval is subject to the following Conditions:

1.  The Final Development Plans must be generally consistent with the
Preliminary Development Plans dated February 13, 2013.
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KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENTS: That £dins Fifty Five, LLC. a Minnesota limited lsbility
company, fee owner, of the following dsscribed property situatad in the Ceunty of Hanngpin, State of
Minnsgots, towit:

Lotz 7 ynd 8, Blozk 4, “Tingdste Bros,’ Broekside", Exsept thet pert of seld Lot 8 deccribed es foliows:

Baglnning st s peint on the East boundsry of ssid Lot B distant 2 feet North of the Southeest
cornst thereef; thence Soith sisng said Esst boundery 28 feet; thence Wast along ths South
boundsty ef said Lat, 50 feet; thsnce North aiong the West boundsry of sald Lot, 12 feot; thance
Northsasterly to ths point of beginning, including sny pert of portion of any street of alley adjecsnt
1o 3aid pramisys vecatsd of to be vacatsd, Hennepin County, Minagsota.

Togethar with:
A 25.88 foot wide strlp of lsnd lying esst of the Minnespolls, Northfleld and Southsrn Raltroad
botwesn Wast 49th Street and Vsrnon Avenus in Section 28, Township 117 North, Range 21 West,
Hennepin County, Minnesata,
{Abatract Praparty)
Lat 3, 4, 6 snd 6, snd st that pert of Lots 3, 10, 11 and 12 lylng Nerth of State Highwsy No, 5, Block 4,
*Tingdsls Bros.' Brosksida”, Except that psrt of Lot 12 whizh lies Southessterly of ths following
described lina: Baglaning st a point on the East fine of ssid Lat 12 distant 36 feet Seuth of the
Northesst zarnor thersof: thencs run Southwesterly te the Southwest comer of the abeve described
Let 12 snd there terminating.

(Torrens Froperty)
Hos caussd the same ta be surveyed snd platted as OBRIEN KIMMEL.

In witness wheteof aaid EDINA FIFTY FIVE, LLC hes caused tmn prasents to be signsd by its preper
oficsr this.

EDINA FIFTY FIVE, LLC

Banie! Hunt, Chief Mansger

Stateof
County of

The faragaing Inatrumant waa acknowledgd before me this S
by Danlel Hunt, Chisf Manager of Edina Fitty Five, LLG u.c. ¥ Mlnnum Timited Tiabillty
r.umpany, on behalf of the zompany.

Signatums)

{Printed Nama)
Notary Publie unty,
My Commission Expliras January 31, 231

OBRIEN KIMMEL

SURVEYORS CERTIFICATION

), Richsrd L. Licht, do hersby cartify that this plet was prepared by me or undst my direct supervision:
thet { am ¢ duly Licensed Land Surveyor in the Stats of Minnssota; that this piat 13 s correct
teptosentation of the boundsry survey; that ll msthemstical dota end fsbels gre cerrectly deatgnated
on this plat; that all monuments dspicted on this plet have been, of wlii ba corrsctly eat within one
yest; that el! water boundaries snd wet lands, a5 dafined in Minnoocte Statutes, Ssction 58581, Subd,
3, 85 of the dste of thia cartificate sre shown and Iabeied on this plgt; end aif public ways sre shswn
snd lsbeled on this plat.
Dsted this dsy of

281

Richstd L ticht, Licsnsed Land Survayer )
Minnesota License No. 26724

State of Minnesota

County of Hannepin

The foregoing Instrument wae acknowledged before me this dsy of .
201____ by Richgrd L. Llcht, a Licensed Land Surveyor.

{Signaturs)

{Printed Name]

Notary Pubtic County, Minsceta

My Comemisaten EXpires January 31, 201,

R.T. DOC.

No.

C.R. DOC.

No.

EOINA, MINNESOTA

This plat of OBRIEN KIMMEL was speovad and scesplod by the Clty Gouncil of Edina, Minnasota, ot s
Tagulsr maeting thereof hsid this day e + If sppilzsbla, the written
comments snd of the of snd the County Highway
Englnear hsve been recaivsd by tha City of the prascribad 38 day petied hos elepm without racelpt of
such comments snd recommendations, ss provided by Minn, Statutes, Section 605,00, Subd, 2,

CITY COUNCIL OF EDINA, MINNESCTA

By, Msysr By, Msnsger

‘TAXPAYER SERVICHS DEPARTMENT, Hsnnspin County, Minnesats

1 hersby certity that taxes psyable 28 and prier yesrs have boen psld for isnd described on
this plst, dated this 28, :

Mark V. Chapin, Hennepin County Auditor

By, » Deputy

SURVEY DIVISION, Hsnneptn County, Minnssots

Pursuant 1o MN, STAT. Sec. 383B.5E5 (1968) this pIXt hss been approved this day of
W1
Witlism P, Brown, Hennepln County Survsyor

By,

REGISTRAR OF TITLES, Hennepin County, Minnesota

1 hereby cartlty thet the within piat of DBRIEN KIMMEL was filad in this office this __day of
6t _ emieck __m.

Mertln McCormick, Reglstrar of Tittes

By, Deputy

COUNTY RECORDER, Hennopin County, Minnesota

I hersby cortlfy thet the within plst of DBRIEN KIMMEL was recorded in this offize thia day of
B ST SWE—

Msrtln McCormick, County Recorder

By Dsputy
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Chair Grabiel said he salutes the fact that the number of units went down from 71 to 18, adding that’s a
large drop. Grabiel said he still has concerns about traffic moving into and out of the area. Mr.
Motzenbecker responded that at this time a traffic study is being done on the project.

Commissioner Schroeder asked the applicant if any thought was given to storm water management. Mr.
Motzenbecker said they have discussed some options including water gardens, cisterns and rain barrels
to collect water off the roof.

Public Comment

Kathleen Wasescha, 5348 Hollywood Road, stated she would like the Commission to consider when
reviewing development proposals what the benefit would be for the neighborhood.

Discussion

Commissioner Fischer told the applicant that he likes what he sees. He said the project utilizes the grade
pretty well. Fischer said the Commission will ultimately answer the questions about variances; however,
the concept is good.

Commissioners asked Planner Teague if the roadway addressing the single family home is included in the
land; pointing out it is important to know if the street was vacated and is included as part of this
development. Teague responded that at this time he is not sure if that roadway was vacated and
recorded with Hennepin County. '

Commissioner Scherer commented that she agrees with Fischer; she likes the concept. Scherer said at
this time she doesn’t want to comment on the proposed units at three stories, reiterating she likes the
concept; it’s a step in the right direction.

Commissioner Carpenter said he agrees with Commissioners comments; however, he still thinks the site
may be a little tight. Carpenter suggested they reconsider the number of units to allow some “breathing”
room.

Commissioner Forrest said she has a concern with the east setback; however, she would like a “clearer”
picture before she makes any decision. Forrest also said it would be important to know if this project
proceeds if the street (Pukuana) was vacated and is part of the site.

Commissioner Staunton said that this definitely is an area of transition although he’s not sure R-1 is
appropriate here, adding the townhouse project feels right. Continuing, Staunton acknowledged the
applicants desire to embrace the Grandview area, but in his opinion how the project addresses 49t Street
will be the most important. Concluding, Staunton said low density is desirable in this location.

Commissioner Potts commented that the proposed townhouse project appears to be a good fit, adding he
could support a low density project in this location.

Commissioner Schroeder said with regard to the Grandview Small Area Plan and its surrounding
roadway systems that reconfiguration of the Highway 100 ramps was discussed as a future possibility.
Schroeder added if there was a reconfiguration of these ramps the excess land could serve a useful
purpose. Schroeder said it may be important to anticipate “what could happen” in the future.
Commissioners agreed.
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Chair Grabiel thanked the applicant for their presentation and said the following should be addressed if
the project proceeds:

Find out if the road that serves the single family home was vacated;

Consider reducing the number of units;

Conduct a traffic study; and

Consider what this development would look like from the people that live directly across the
street from it.

B. Zoning Ordinance Amendments

e Grading
o Subdivisions

Planner Presentation

Planner Teague said what he would like from the Commission at this time is how to move forward getting
public input on ordinance amendments.

Teague added he sees a couple ways the Commission can proceed; 1) Hold a public hearing at a regular .
meeting of the Planning Commission; or 2) Hold a public hearing at another venue; such as the Senior
Center; not at a regular Planning Commission meeting.

Teague also said he would like further thought by the Commission on how to “reach out” to residents on
specific issues.

Discussion

Chair Grabiel commented that the Commission would need to decide if the public speaks more freely at
an informal venue vs. a formal venue such as a televised Planning Commission meeting. Commissioner
Platteter added in his opinion there are benefits from a less formal setting such as the Senior Center.
Commissioner Potts agreed, adding he believes the language developed thus far on retaining walls and
grading is good; however it would be good to have an informal discussion with residents on these topics.
Continuing, Potts asked Planner Teague if the suggested language changes to the code with regard to
retaining walls and grading add additional survey costs to residents. Teague responded in the
affirmative. He noted that the Engineering Department in some instances has requested information on a
survey for retaining walls less than 4-feet.

Commissioner Staunton said from his experience with the “Grandview” project that beginning with a less
formal setting worked well. He noted that getting other people’s opinions and knowledge is a good thing.
Staunton pointed out that the Council has proposed the use of “small working “groups ” adding, these
small groups can discuss the best way to gather public input and also tackle ordinance topics.
Continuing, Staunton said the goal is to reach out to everyone in a thoughtful manner and gather as much
information as possible before the formal public hearing process begins.
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Minutes/Edina City Council/November 20, 2012

feasibility study of the Braemar Soccer Field. The Park Board also recommended that the forward motion
of the dome not occur until the issue of expanded playing fields was addressed, solved, and budgeted. Ms.
Kattreh suggested a temporary solution, if a dome was built, to increase field space through a swap
between the Edina Football Association and Edina Soccer Club to move foothall to the turf field in the fall
to free up the Lewis Park fields for soccer and allow the ability to rest one of the fields at Lewis Park. She
noted there was also ability on the very westerly field at Lewis Park to run two soccer fields width wise,
similar to that at Braemar, creating a soccer complex. It was noted the Public Works Director and
maintenance staff had indicated this was a viable solution.

The Council agreed there was a need to address the shortage of field space and potential for increased
demand as additional sports become popular. Ms. Kattreh explained the swap was intended to be a
temporary solution until the City was able to resolve the field shortage issue. She indicated it would be
ideal if a field could be added to Pamela Park as studies had clearly indicated it was a need. The Council
indicated support for the swap option, need to plan for the future with a broader vision, and preference to
build to projected need rather than existing requests. Discussion ensued relating to use of Fred Richards
Golf Course as an amenity (but not as a site for a dome) and possible turfing of McCarthy (school
property), since it would be able to sustain three times more usage than a grass field, would fit the “do
Town” initiative, and support youth activities.

Ms. Kattreh stated the action requested by the Park Board was to further study the Braemar athletic sites
by consultants used in the first two phases to determine the kind of dome, cost, and financial feasibility,
(create a business model) conditioned on resolving the need for expanded playing fields. The Council
supported a parallel track to also study needed hours, projected hours, and potential solutions to field
shortages. Member Swenson made a motion, seconded by Member Sprague, receiving the Sports Dome
recommendation conditioned upon studying the issue of expanded playing fields and financing for those
expanded playing fields.

Ayes: Bennett, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

VIIL.B. SKETCH PLAN REVIEWED — 5109-5125 WEST 49" STREET

Community Development Director Presentation

Mr. Teague presented a map of the subject site and the Sketch Plan request to redevelop three lots at
5109-5125 West 49" Street. The proponent proposed to tear down the existing two apartments and
single-family home and build an 18-unit attached housing development. The subject properties were 1.28
acres in size so the proposed density of the project would be 14 units per acre. The Comprehensive Plan
guides these properties as low density residential (1-5 units per acre) and indicates over 12 units per acre
as high density and between 5-12 units per acre as medium density. Mr. Teague advised that on October
24, 2012, the Planning Commission considered the Sketch Plan proposal and determined it generally
believed that a medium-density residential designation was more appropriate for the site than high-
density residential. At the time of the Planning Commission’s review, the vacated right-of-way adjacent to
the site was not used in the density calculations. However, using that acreage, the site area would be 1.43
acres and the density would be 12.57 units per acre.

Proponent Presentation

Daniel Hunt, 6516 Interlachen Boulevard, President of Hunt Associates, stated they previously came
forward with two other larger proposals that were abandoned due to finding no common ground with the
neighbors and receiving negative comments from the Planning Commission and City Council. Mr. Hunt
stated the residential for sale market had dramatically improved, which was the genesis of this plan, a
significant improvement on the existing buildings, answered opposition received relating to height of the
building, traffic generation, and sunlight impact to the north. He noted some revisions had been made to
the plan since Planning Commission consideration. In addition, as reported by Director Teague, they had
approached the Canadian Pacific Railroad, owner of a 175-foot strip of property to the west and learned it

Page 7 /\ &X/(}




Minutes/Edina City Council/November 20, 2012

needed only a 100-foot strip and was open to selling a portion, which would lower the density of this
project to fewer than 13 units per acre.

Chris Palkowitsch, architect with the BKV Group, presented a revised Site Plan, noting it better fit the
project into the neighborhood by reducing the scale to smaller-sized townhomes and continuing a wider
bicycle trail/pedestrian pathway in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and Grandview Plan. Mr.
Palkowsitsch indicated the project would include two types of townhomes: Type A abutting Vernon
Avenue would be 2-story units above grade; and, Type B along 49" Street were 2%-story units and slightly
recessed to grade. The project would comprise a total of 18 units with garages slightly set back to allow
for guest parking (38 visitor stalls in total). Mr. Palkowsitsch presented elevations depicting project views,
noting the base of the ridgeline would fit the residential homes on the north side. Exterior treatments
would incorporate gables, dormers, and brick subject to additional study on materials within the
neighborhood and market.

The Council discussed the Site Plan and asked questions of the proponents. Mr. Palkowsitsch explained
that a height of 2.5-stories would provide for the underground parking and enough living space. The
current zoning allowed for 35 feet at the ridgeline or 2.5 stories, whichever was less. The Type A units
facing Vernon Avenue were 25 feet high but with the first level tucked under ground on the rear side to
accommodate the 23-foot grade change in topography. Mr. Palkowsitsch indicated exploration remained
on water gardens, cisterns, and/or rain barrel collection.

Mr. Palkowsitsch indicated the requested density allowed offset of major site costs related to topography
and drainage. Mr. Hunt explained they had done little work on the architecture of the site, but all units
would have large front porches and back decks, providing adequate programmed space. He pointed out
this site was very unique with single-family homes to one side and non-residential uses on the Vernon
Avenue side, requiring two faces. Mr. Hunt suggested that too much of a standard residential appearance
would be out of place on the busy street and it would need more substance (architectural features) to hold
its place. It was noted the eight larger units had a main floor master suite while the other units contained
upper level bedrooms, allowing attraction of a different market.

Following discussion, the Council indicated that townhomes provide a needed lifecycle choice and
including .15 acres from the railroad would be of benefit. It supported the proposed pathway, the attempt
to engage Vernon Avenue, and found that creating housing along with commercial was intriguing.
However, the Council indicated that 18 units created too high of a density for this site. Members Sprague
and Swenson and Mayor Hovland stated a willingness to entertain a medium-density range to gain
economic viability. Member Bennett stated her rationale to prefer a low-density range of 10-12 units, as
guided by the Comprehensive Plan, to allow creation of a buffer space/transition between the single family
homes across the street and this project, less impact on neighborhood streets, and improved quality of
life. The Council found that additional green space and a common amenity would enhance the project.

VIII.C. RESOLUTION NO. 2012-146 ADOPTED — ACCEPTING VARIOUS DONATIONS
Mayor Hovland explained that in order to comply with State Statutes; all donations to the City must be
adopted by Resolution and approved by four favorable votes of the Council accepting the donations.
Member Swenson introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2012-146 accepting various
donations. Member Bennett seconded the motion.

Rollcall:

Ayes: Bennett, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

VIil.D. ORDINANCE NO. 2012-19 — AMENDING CHAPTER 14 OF EDINA CODE CONCERNING BICYCLE
LANES - ADOPTED

Page 8 /\%\(






















Applicant Presentation

Jim Hunt, addressed the Commission and said he was excited to be present this
evening to share the significant changes made to the plan since the Commission last
viewed it. Huntintroduced David Motzenbecker.

Mr. Motzenbecker told the Commission the unit count and building height has been
decreased from 98-units to 60—-units and from 6 to 4-stories. Continuing,
Motzenbecker said the setback of the building from West 49th Street was increased to
82-feet. Motzenbecker told the Commission he would stand for
comments/questions.

Comments from the Commission

Commissioner Potts said the massing along Vernon Avenue in his opinion is
acceptable; however he has two points of concern as follows:

e Concerns with the R-1 residential properties directly adjacent and to the east
of the subject site. How will this impact them.

e Traffic. Traffic and stacking is a major concern. There is only one way in and
one way out of this neighborhood. Has a complete traffic study been done on
the intersection at 49t St and Brookside and Brookside at Interlachen. Also,
what about the RR tracks-they potentially poise a real stacking problem.
Stacking at the most at the tracks would be 8-car lengths. This is an issue.

Mr. Motzenbecker agreed that with only one egress it will be challenging; however,
they have to deal with what exists. Motzenbecker said he was open to any
suggestions.

Commissioner Platteter agreed with Potts and added that his concern remains the
same as before, internal circulation and drop off. Platteter said the site cannot
function without a clearly designated drop off area. He pointed out as a senior
facility there will be Metro Mobility drop offs, and the usual residential deliveries;
notto mention medical deliveries, US mail and visitors: A lot will be going on in this
area.

Chair Grabiel said the Commission supports redevelopment; but in this instance the
topographical issues, proximity to RR tracks and the R-1 properties to north create
difficulty for him to support the request as submitted. Grabiel said he can't see the
benefit to the immediate neighbors nor the community as the result of this proposal.

Mr. Motzenbecker said that the site will be re-landscaped and everything possiblé
will be done to retain the trees along Vernon Avenue and nestle this building into the
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Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Dan Kersten <dankersten@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 02, 2013 2:08 PM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker
Subject: re; 2013.005, Edina Fifty Five, LLC

My wife Michelle and | live at 4817 Rutledge.

We support the proposed rezoning and redevelopment. Sounds like it will be good for the neighborhood.

646-717-4584 (cell)
952-984-3107 (work)




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: dede skold <dedskold@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 12:51 PM

To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: Comments for Planning Commission Rezoning

Dear Commissioners,

[ am writing you concerning the proposed rezoning on W. 49th St. and Puckwana.
| am the last original member of this neighborhood.! have lived in my home since 1952.
I love my neighborhood and want to see it retain it"s charm and character.

| find that the plans that were sent to us March 1st are totally unacceptable. The front to W.49th street looks like a
fortress. There are no trees, grass or a site line through the property.( We don't need a sidewalk along W. 49th but
would greatly appreciate a walkway from 49th to Vernon.) We would lose two specimen maple trees and wonderful
green space if this happens.The plan is far to dense to be welcoming. | think that the area could take on 12 units, max. |
think that the present apartments could be reconfigured to have 1 and 2 story housing.Three story units could go along
Puckwana and to the back of the lot along Vernon. The variety of elevations and landscaping would add interest and be
welcoming to that space.

My second concern is the added traffic problem. We have seen an increase in both train and auto traffic at the only
entrance/exit to our neighborhood.This will only get worse in the future.

Thank you for your time and the consideration that you will give this matter.
Sincerely,
Doris Skold

5101 Millpond Place
(922) 929-7163
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